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Identification of odor compounds in soybean-flavor liquor by electronic nose,
gas chromatography olfactometry and gas chromatography-mass
spectrometry
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ABSTRACT: Objective To study the odor compounds in a soybean-flavor liquor by electronic nose, gas
chromatography olfactory (GC-O) and gas chromatography-mass spectrometry (GC-MS). Methods  Odor
compounds in soybean-flavor liquor were analyzed by electronic nose, GC-O and GC-MS. Through the spectrum
matching and statistical analysis, the substances with significant differences between the 2 samples were found. Then,
the main components of the substances with different smell in samples were determined. Results A total of 53
liquor components were identified, and 8 of them contributed to the flavor of liquor. Butyric acid and isoamyl alcohol
were the main difference odor substances. Conclusion Compared with the method of analyzing the liquor by
sensory officer for odor recognition, this method is more objective, accurate and repeatable, which can provide

information for intelligent sensory research and liquor quality control.
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Table 1 Possible odor compounds in soybean-flavor liquor
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Fig.1 GC-MS comparison of normal sample and abnormal sample
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Fig.4 Comparison of electronic nose response and gas chromatogram of ethanol aqueous solution with standard
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